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Abstract
C
ommunity-based natural resource management (CBNRM) gained momentum in Southern Africa towards the close of the twentieth century. The popularity of CBNRM programs across the region reflected a broader shift in thinking about conservation and the role of communities in the management of natural resources. In a context of political-institutional transition in South Africa, the paradigm seemed to provide an ‘answer’ to the many seemingly insurmountable issues troubling conservation areas in a country torn apart by the exclusionist policies of the apartheid regime. Initially, the CBNRM programmes seemed to fulfil its promises of uniting the goals of conservation and human needs, while at the same time rectifying the injustices of the past. In those areas where CBNRM programs initially generated a positive response, there is nowadays a modest, but a growing group of critics pointing to a gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its actual practical outcomes. Some critics even argue that CBNRM’s objectives are in reality a ‘mission impossible’. Based on a literature study, I will critically examine what is driving this ‘gap’ and the conflicts arising therefrom. I will argue that, even though micro-politics is a yet underexplored field in the context of conservation, the adoption of a micro-political lens towards CBNRM will meaningfully contribute to a better understanding of what is driving this gap, since it give insight in the processes, the power dynamics and the interests and respective goals of the different actors involved, often concealed behind the convincing rhetoric of CBNRM. In order to illustrate the added value of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM, I will underpin my argument by introducing the case of the Khomani San in South Africa. By bringing into focus these micro-processes accompanying CBNRM I aim to work towards bridging the gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its actual practices. 
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Introduction
M
illions of people around the world have been forcibly displaced under the banner of ‘development’ and ‘conservation’; and many communities find themselves to be in the ‘danger zone’ of forced displacement nowadays. Yet, forced evictions are not a dark memory belonging to the (colonial) past; quite the reverse is the reality. Justified behind the façade of ‘development’, ‘conservation’ and based on other seemingly reasonable grounds, the livelihoods of many communities around the world are destroyed. Even though there are no comprehensive statistics on forced evictions on a global level; the UN-HABITAT (2011) estimates that the forced displacements will rise in the coming decades, which is quite worrisome, since forced evictions deepens the poverty trap, destroys livelihoods and has consequently an adverse and severe impact on the future of millions of people around the world. 
In this this thesis, I take one specific aspect of forced displacements, i.e. the eviction of communities of areas designated ‘national parks area’, which was grafted on the western-induced philosophy of the 19th century in which humanity and biodiversity preservation were perceived to be fundamentally at odds. Under the guise of the protection the world’s pristine wildernesses, several national parks and protected areas have been established, taking off in the western world itself during the industrial revolution, but soon thereafter transferred via colonial ties to other parts of the world. Hereby ignoring the effects it had on the livelihoods, social cohesion and customary practices of the communities originally living within the areas; or adjacent to it with far reaching consequences. 

Fitting the racially-based policies of the apartheid regime, forced evictions constituted one of the fundamental pillars on which the regime was built and despite the fact that that forced evictions resulting from the establishment of protected areas has troubled relationships between conservationists and rural communities in many parts of the world for decades leading to severe conflicts in different corners of the globe (Brockington & Igoe, 2006); the scale and extreme manifestation of the forced evictions for conservation and the level of environmental racism in apartheid South-Africa were unprecedented (Cock & Fig, 2000). However, South Africa is also one of the few countries were land restitution occurred. For many communities in South Africa 1994 turned tables and for evicted communities it became possible to reclaim their land rights; also the lands designated as national park were part of the new land reform programme which seemed to be at odds with the constitutional request for biodiversity conservation. Additionally, the increase in human rights movements and the already poor outcomes of fortress conservation practices has forced policy-makers to reposition themselves in the field of conservation. As a consequence, community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) rose as the ‘darling’ of the conservation movement in Southern Africa (Meer & Schnurr, 2013).  

Southern Africa has been lauded as a pioneering region regarding the development and actual implementation of community-based natural resource management programmes in conservation areas across the region (Nelson, 2010).  The initial stories of ‘success’ originating from the southern subcontinent gave impetus to the popularity of the paradigm worldwide. CBNRM was regarded a ‘win-win’ solution for all stakeholders involved by establishing a link between the seemingly contradictory objectives of the protection of biodiversity and human needs, while at the same time addressing the injustices done to communities in the past (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007).  The paradigm seemed to provide an ‘answer’ to the many seemingly insurmountable issues in a context of radical political, institutional and social changes occurring in Southern African hemisphere with different parties holding strongly contrasting views, especially in the context of conservation. Consequently, CBNRM programs gained momentum towards the end of the 1990s and caught the attention of many scholars around the world. In the light of the imminent treats of evictions for conservation, makes that the promise of integration of biodiversity protection, the provisioning in human needs and social justice, are a welcome one. However, more recently, there is steady growth of literature pointing towards the deficiencies and challenges accompanying CBNRM programs in different parts of the world. 

My interest in this topic grew during my stay in South Africa, as an exchange student at Stellenbosch University in 2014. By being immersed in the ‘South African’ life, I developed an interest in how communities had been ‘hit’ by the apartheid regime and how they are nowadays trying to rebuild their lives. Even though, the reality of the apartheid is already over 20 years ago; its scars are still visible in many aspects of South African life. I developed a special interest in the relationship of these (formerly) deprived communities with the, often neighbouring, established national parks, since I was especially dazzled by the sharp contrast of the luxury of the wildlife parks with the scarcity of the informal settlements surrounding those parks. It is here that I started to delve into people-parks question and found out about the rhetoric of community-based natural resource management paradigm adopted by the board of the national parks following the conclusion of the apartheid regime. In first instance, the promises of CBNRM seem to be exactly ‘what was needed’ in a time where biodiversity is under increasing pressure and poverty-related issues are omnipresent. However, the more recent literature on CBNRM was less encouraging and point to the poor outcomes which often results in severe conflicts within communities, between communities as well as with other authorities involved. 

In this thesis, I aim to develop an understanding of what processes are creating this gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its practical outcomes; and especially the conflicts arising therefrom.  Based on the literature study, in which I deployed amongst others; scientific articles, newspaper articles, documentary material and reports, I developed my own perspective towards CBNRM in the particular South African context. Instead of debating whether CBNRM is a ‘mission impossible’; I take a micro-political view in order to analyse how certain assumptions underlying CBNRM and micro-processes accompanying CBNRM are a possible ‘breeding ground’ for community conflicts. Even though micro-politics is a yet underexplored field in the context of conservation, I will argue that the adoption of a micro-political lens towards CBNRM will meaningfully contribute to a better understanding of the processes and power dynamics steering CBNRM. 

Consequently in order to illustrate the added value of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM, I will underpin my argument by introducing the case of the Khomani San[footnoteRef:1] in South Africa, who were forcibly evicted under the Apartheid rule from the 1930s onwards in order facilitate the formation of the Kalahari Gemsbok National Park (KGNP). However, following the installation of the new democracy it became possible for displaced communities to reclaim their indigenous land rights. I chose this case, since the ‡Khomani San are among the first and most well-known cases that resulted in a, at first sight, ‘successful’ settlement of a land claim in the post-apartheid era. Additionally, the case is definitely a ‘child of one’s time’ with the case being reflective of the political transitions encountered by many communities in South Africa by many communities in South Africa, as well as the broader shift in thinking about conservation worldwide, i.e. the shift from excluding people from biodiversity rich areas towards conservation thinking that seeks to ‘fit’ humanity into the national parks idea. Most importantly the case of the ‡Khomani San draws the attention to certain important micro-political processes and interactions that would otherwise go unnoticed, but are, however, central for understanding the conflicts arising from the gap between the CBNRM’s basic promises and the actual effects. This brings me to my central research question of my thesis: [1:  The symbol ‘’ before the name Khomani San is used to indicate that the name should be pronounced with the significant ‘click’ in their language. ] 


How does land restitution through community-based natural 
resource management affects community conflicts in South Africa?


The sub-questions being covered in this thesis are:
What does community-based natural resource management in the South African context entails?
What are the theoretical underpinnings of community-based natural resource management?
How is community-based natural resource management deployed in policy-making?
What are the main criticisms towards community-based natural resource management?
How do conflicts arise in the context of community-based natural resource management?
What type of conflicts does arise in the context of community-based natural resource management?
What is the role of the different actors involved?
What is the role of micro-politics in land restitution through community-based natural resource management?

In the next chapter, I will demarcate the theoretical framework which I will deploy in this thesis. I will critically reflect on the concept of CBNRM itself; and the concepts of a ‘community’ and ‘multi-stakeholder’ governance which are intrinsically part of the paradigm. I will propose a micro-political approach towards these concepts and argue that an approach as such is likely to reveal some essential processes which can contribute to an understanding of why conflicts arise in the context of CBNRM. By way of conclusion this chapter I will present my integrated framework, which I will use to analyse the case of the ‡Khomani San.  

In the chapter thereafter, chapter three, I will start with a general description of apartheid and how it became entrenched in the conservationist’s practices. This is important to understand how the case of the ‡Khomani San is embedded in its broader context. In the second part of chapter three, I will focus in the case itself in more detail and describe how the ‡Khomani San was affected by the broader developments. I will deploy my theoretical framework to analyse this case in order to bring to the surface the complex micro-political processes that are present in the CBNRM programme resulting in community conflicts. Finally, I will conclude my argument in this thesis with a short summary and discuss on some of my main findings and point to some aspects that could be a starting point for further research. 
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Theoretical Framework
T
his chapter demarcates the theoretical framework in which my analysis will take place. The first element of my theoretical ‘triangle’ is the ‘Community-Based Natural Resource Management’ (CBNRM) paradigm, which (largely) replaced its antithesis, the so-called ‘fortress and fines’ paradigm, during the 1980s. Even though the rationale for CBNRM is often compelling and convincing, there is growing evidence that the outcomes of CBNRM are more often than not quite disappointing (Kellert et al., 2000; Dressler et al., 2010). Consequently, the CBNRM paradigm is nowadays increasingly questioned and challenged by CBNRM practitioners and scholars who try to answer questions like: why are CBNRM programmes repeatedly ‘failing’?  Are CBNRM’s objectives feasible? What direction should be taken into the future? These are just a few of the many questions that are at the centre of more recent debate. For the purpose of my study, working towards bridging the gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its actual practices, I will critically reflect on two concepts which are intrinsically linked to CBNRM and therefore constitute the other two ‘angles’ of my theoretical triangle. These are the concepts of the ‘community’ and ‘multi-stakeholder governance’. CBNRM suggests that a ‘community’ exists as such and that it constitutes the ‘base’ of CBNRM. However, as I intend to show in this chapter, this notion is problematic since it ignores the signatory influence of micro-political processes steering the course and outcomes of CBNRM programmes. Additionally, I will argue that the term ‘community’ in the CBNRM-banner is misleading, because does it not reflects what it actually is: a paradigm of multi-stakeholder governance (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007).  Even though, it suggest that the community constitutes the ‘basis’ in managing natural resources, there are a lot of different, and generally more influential, stakeholders involved. The fact that different stakeholders hold different interests with regard to the resources in question makes the analysis of ‘multi-governance’ an indispensable and the closing aspect of my theoretical framework. CBNRM is often introduced as a management tool, but in fact it should be treated as a vastly political quest(ion). Since theories generally inform policy-making, it is important to explore and critically reflect on these key concepts and accompanying notions in order to work towards more comprehensive theories that will better capture the reality and dynamics accompanying CBNRM programmes. By keeping this in mind, I will correspondingly present the concepts of ‘CBNRM’, ‘community’ and ‘multi-stakeholder governance’ by providing an overview of the main definitions, assumptions, developments and criticism accompanying these concepts. In response to this and the central argument made in this chapter, I will argue that a ‘micro-political’ approach is needed in order to work towards a better understanding of CBNRM processes and outcomes. By way of conclusion, I will finally connect the dots and present the integrated framework that forms a perspective aiming at getting insight in the micro-political processes following the implementation of CBNRM programmes in a relevant South-African case, presented in the next chapter. 

2.1 Community-Based Natural Resource Management
The CBNRM paradigm gained momentum towards the end of the 1990s, which reflected a broader shift in thinking about conservation and the role of ‘humanity’ in the management of natural resources. The popularity of this paradigm cannot be understood in isolation from its precursor: the ‘fortress and ‘fines’ paradigm, which found its roots in the nineteenth century and dominated conservation thinking and practices during the major part of the twentieth century.[footnoteRef:2]  Therefore I will start this section which a brief historical overview in thinking about conservation and the role of ‘humanity’ in the management of natural resources; this in order to develop an understanding of the rise and popularity of community-based programmes. Thereafter, I will set forth a general conceptualization of CBNRM, followed by reflection on the main criticism accompanying the paradigm today. The insights deriving therefrom will contribute to my integrated framework presented in the last section of this chapter.  [2:  The ‘fortress and fines’ paradigm is also variedly called ‘fortress conservation’, ‘fines and fences’ approach, ‘coercive conservation’, ‘command-and-control ’ conservation, ‘protectionism’ or ‘colonial conservation’ (Cock & Fig, 2000; Watts & Faasen, 2009).] 


2.1.1. From Preservation to Conservation ‘With a Human Face’

The ascendancy of the western, positivist fortress conservation paradigm can be best explained against the background of the industrial revolution, which saw an alteration of the earth’s surface in a context of radical socio-economic changes. For the purpose of this chapter, understanding the upcoming of and critically evaluating CBNRM, I start my overview with the upcoming of the fortress conservation paradigm following the industrial revolution in the 19th century. However, without denying that environmentalist philosophies were already present in earlier times (see for example Grove, 1995). The processes of industrialization did not only change the natural environment, but it also changed people’s relationship with the natural environment. Whereas local communities traditionally depended directly on the resources ‘given by nature’ and ‘cared for by mankind’; the environment was now seen from a consumerism point of view.  With ‘consumerism’ I am not only pointing towards the extraction, c.q. depletion, of natural resources, but also the consumption of nature for leisure purposes. Though, leisure and tourism was seen as a consumptive practice being compatible with protectionism (Chatty & Colchester, 2002). However, the sweeping metamorphosis of the natural environment led also to a growing concern among environmentalists in North-America and Europe about people’s impact on the natural environment and its resources. For western environmentalists it proved that human actions negatively affect their physical environment and, resulting therefrom, needs protection for ‘nature’s sake’.

The changes rocking the western world gave impetus to protectionist conservation practices; this can be best understood as a natural resource management practice, which aims at the preservation of natural resources (like fisheries, forests, wildlife) through the forcible exclusion of rural communities from areas of great ecological value; where compliance is enforced via ‘fines and fences’ (Chatty & Colchester, 2002; Watts & Faasen, 2009). This practice revealed itself most prominently in the creation of ‘protected areas’ and governmental organized National Parks, which first made their appearance in North America and Europe. The first national park in the world was created in Wyoming in the United States of America. After local communities residing in this area were forcibly expelled by the U.S. Army in 1872, Yellowstone National Park was established. While many reserves preceded the establishment of Yellowstone National Park, it was the model pioneered at Yellowstone National Park that became the de facto model for the creation of protected areas worldwide (Dressler et al, 2010). Soon thereafter, the western national parks ideology was transferred to Latin America, Asia and Africa via colonial ties with far-reaching consequences. The colonial natural resource management policies constituted a central component of the undertaking of European powers to extend their political control into rural African landscapes; national parks, in specific, were established to protect the ‘pristine wilderness’ to serve the recreational needs of the elites and white tourists visiting those areas. Nonetheless it resulted in the deprivation, disempowerment, exclusion and alienation of local communities from the environments on which they traditionally depended for their livelihoods (Neumann, 1998).  It is the paradigm shift, an ample century later, following the conclusion of the colonial era that would recognize that their historical interaction with nature was one of ‘working with’ nature rather than ‘opposing it’:
‘Dominant constructions of ‘nature at peace’ seek to exclude human interaction through resource use. Ironically, such policies are often directed against those people whose sustainable historical interaction with nature made it possible for the contemporary global community still to enjoy these resources’ (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007, p.45)



Following the conclusion of the Second World War, the world saw an exponential growth in the number of protected sites and their size, especially in (post-) colonial areas (see figure 1).
 

  Figure 1 Growth of Protected Areas, 1872-2003
  Source: UNEP-WCMC
However, what was driving this unprecedented growth in protected areas remains in the middle, some authors argue that it reflects a worldwide political commitment to the Earth’s remaining biological diversity (see Chape et al., 2003), but others argue that it was an attempt of (colonial) governments to reinforce the political authority needed to drive modernization processes and to consolidate control over natural resources on which the western world had become completely dependent; in other words: a shift from colonialism to ‘green imperialism’  (see Chatty & Colchester, 2002; Nelson, 2010; Dressler et al, 2010). [footnoteRef:3] So, the immediate aftermath of the Second World War saw the late colonial governments and early independent states (who inherited the colonial-political structures) strengthening and extending centralized approaches towards conservation and development; thereby consolidating the ‘unpopular’ fortress conservation practices (Dressler et al, 2010).  [3:   The term ‘Green Imperialism ’ is derived from Grove’s (1995) work. ] 


Whereas communities have been silenced by authorities under colonialism, the processes of decolonization increasingly revealed the issues and remorse simmering under the surface. Local communities in developing countries have been suffering disproportionally from the expropriations and restrictions accompanying colonialism in general, and fortress conservation in specific, fuelling tensions between (colonial) conservationist and local communities in developing countries. The resistance of local communities against colonial conservation unfolded itself often in (violent) practices undermining the conservation objectives (Dressler et al., 2010). Thereby, even though not touched upon in the literature, the post-war era saw also the rise and expansion of socialist and communist movements, which were seen 
Box 1 
Protected Areas, Nature Reserves, National Parks: What is the exact difference?
In the literature the terms ‘protected areas’, ‘nature reserves’, ‘national parks’ seemed to be used interchangeably with regard to CBNRM. It led me to the question: what is the difference? In finding an answer to this question, I came across a report of the IUNC. Here a six-folded categorization is proposed following ‘the guidelines for applying protected area management categories’, involving respectively a strict nature reserve or wilderness area, a national park, a natural monument, a habitat/species management area, a protected landscape/seascape, and finally a protected area with sustainable use of natural resource. This categorization reflects a continuum starting off with the strictest and most exclusionist form of environmental protection towards gradually including human needs and cultural values. However, with the common denominator being invariably the protection of meaningful resources and places (Dudley, ed., 2008). 
Nowadays in the ‘Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories’ a ‘protected area’ is defined by the IUNC (2008, p.60) as ‘a clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values ’. This broad definition covers a six-part categorisation based on the main objectives and features of the area. In CBNRM it is important take this categorization into account, since it prioritizes the goals of conservation, human needs and social justice differently.   For illustration purpose, some of these most referred categories I came across in the literature and their definitions:
‘Strict nature reserves’ (Ia) ‘are strictly protected areas set aside to protect biodiversity and also possibly geological/geomorphological features, where human visitation, use and impacts are strictly controlled and limited to ensure protection of the conservation values. Such protected areas can serve as indispensable reference areas for scientific research and monitoring’ (Dudley, ed. 2008, p.14), 
‘National parks’ (II) are defined as protected areas that ‘are large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological processes, along with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the area, which also provide a foundation for environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational and visitor opportunities.’ (Dudley, ed. 2008, p.15)
‘Protected area with sustainable use of natural resources’  (VI) are regarded ‘protected areas [that] conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated cultural values and traditional natural resource management systems. They are generally large, with most of the area in a natural condition, where a proportion is under sustainable natural resource management and where low-level non-industrial use of natural resources compatible with nature conservation is seen as one of the main aims of the area.’ (Dudley, ed. 2008, p. 22). 

[image: https://www.cbd.int/images/tsimg/Table130132.gif]
          Table 1  IUNCE Protected Area Management Categories
                         Source: IUCN, 1994


as a ‘magnet’ for disadvantaged people, but regarded a threat to the western world. Whereas the harmless communities were overrun for decades, they became increasingly seen as undeniable actors in the conservation ‘arena’. Consequently, from the 1970s onwards the classic conservation approach, based on fences and fines, started to be increasingly challenged by a diverse range of factors. It became increasingly apparent that ‘the mythical pristine environment exists only in our imagination’ (Pimbert & Pretty, 1995, p. 6). Governments, conservationists and policy-makers were forced to re-position themselves in the field of natural resource management. In the mainstream literature on CBNRM, I distinguish a two-fold set of processes contributing to the shift away from the complete bio-centric approach:

First of all, there is a set of more practical factors contributing to the growing recognition that the fortress approach did not lead to the desired outcomes, resulting in the push away from coercive conservation practices; thereby dethroning the paradigm. As mentioned earlier, it incurred the anger of local communities who had been harmed and deprived of their land and livelihoods, expressing itself in the undermining of conservation objectives. Additionally, the approach has been accused for ignoring the wider forces accompanying the establishment of protected areas, often resulting in environmental damage outside the park’s area (Chatty & Colchester, 2002). Communities had to move to areas which were smaller or more susceptible to land degradation resulting in unsustainable land uses. Also the central state agencies often mismanaged the natural resources as the result of the lack in capacity to do so, reinforced by the economic crises of the 1970s and 1980s, and the private interests these agencies held with regard to the resources in question (Nelson, 2010). So, the ‘well intended’ goal of conservationists of protecting biodiversity for ‘nature’s sake’ resulted in the end in the ‘ill fate of nature’. 

The second set of factors is more theoretical-philosophical in character and transcends the univocal goal of conservation .It represent a more general and worldwide shift in thinking about ‘indigenous communities’ and the role of humanity in conservation, pulling policy-makers towards community-based approaches. The 1970s and 1980s saw the upcoming in social movements, representing new grass roots approaches, who called for community-based solutions for larger environmental problems (Dressler et al, 2010); a prelude for the democratic wave that went through developmental countries. This era saw also the publication of some influential theoretical works, most importantly to mention ‘Silent Spring’ by Rachel Carson (1962) and ‘Our Common Future’ or also known as ‘The Brundtland Report’ (1987), which called for ‘sustainability’ (socially, ecologically and economically) and ‘conservation with a human face ‘(Bell, 1987). The literature also points to the upcoming of a certain moral consciousness with respect to the injustices inflicted on communities forthcoming out of colonial conservation and capitalistic practices, which resulted in the growing attention for indigenous rights.  The approaches and movements drew on the notion that decentralized conservation should and could empower communities, with their indigenous knowledge being beneficial to the biodiversity in protected areas. Increasingly, it was acknowledged that communities were harbouring some valuable knowledge with regard to their environment and the management of ‘the commons’. It reflected a broader awareness of the anthropogenic influence communities have had for centuries: 
‘For thousands of years people have been practicing CBNRM by using their natural resources in a sustainable way. But, when National Parks and Games Reserves were set up, hunting for subsistence became poaching and local people were alienated from managing the resources on which they had previously depended’ 
(Kuru Family of Organization, 2004. In: Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007, p.46)




Additionally, the promotion of neoliberalist principles by NGOs and International Funding Institutions (IFI’s), which called for reduced governmental regulation, private investment, access to global capital and transnational patterns of trade, gave impetus to governance reforms and the upcoming of CBNRM (Nelson, 2010). So, community-based approach rose from the ashes by the mutually reinforcing developments and incentives described above. Southern Africa is regarded a leading innovator in the design and implementation of community-based programmes (Nelson, 2010). The initial empirical ‘successes’ of e.g. the CAMPFIRE-programmes in Zimbabwe and the successes reported in Tanzania and Namibia where legal reforms led to the devolution of rights towards local communities, played a key role in catalysing further experimentation throughout east and southern Africa in the late 1980s and early 1990s, resulting in the scaling up and institutionalization of community-based conservation worldwide (Dressler et al, 2002; Nelson, 2010). It represented the needed counter-narrative in a time where national parks and protected areas in post-colonial areas had to deal with image problems and were often mishitting the goal of environmental protection. Whereas the initial literature on CBNRM resonated a positive sound following the reported successful experiences with CBNRM programmes in Zimbabwe, Namibia and Tanzania in the early 1990s; CBNRM is nowadays received with less enthusiasm following the upsurge in criticism towards CBNRM programmes. Some authors (e.g. Murombedzi, 2010) even argue that the fortress paradigm is on the way of making its ‘come-back’. In the next section I will set forth a general conceptualization of the CBNRM paradigm, before I will present the ‘negative tones’ accompanying programmes based on this paradigm nowadays. 

2.1.2. Towards a Conceptualization of CBNRM 
[image: 2009 - Elinor Ostrom - 8 CPR Design Principles]In very general terms, most definitions of CBNRM revolve around the understanding of CBNRM as a paradigm of multi-stakeholder governance, which aims at achieving the three-pronged objective of environmental integrity, the provision in human needs, while at the same time addressing the injustices of the (colonial) past (Cock & Fig, 2000; Zips & Zips-Mairitsch, 2007; Gruber, 2008). Central to CBNRM is the development of rights over natural resources to local governments or some representative body of the local community (Murombedzi, 2010). However, it is important to note that there is no universally accepted definition or singular theory of CBNRM, but all CBNRM versions (plural!) thrive on a rhetoric of participation, decentralization and democratisation, devolution of responsibilities and the empower-ment of local communities and sustainability in economic, social and environmental sense (Nelson, 2010). The roots of this rhetoric, and thereby representing the conceptual origins of CBNRM, can be find in the in the early works on common property resource theory. Influential in this regard has been Elinor Ostrom’s ‘Governing the commons: the evolution of institutions for collective action’ (1990) in which she drew the attention to eight principles that are likely to lead to the sustainable collective governance of natural resources, which means successful CBNRM (Roe et al., 2010). Since then, many studies have explicitly or implicitly evaluated and revised these design principles, for example Cox et al. (2010), in this respect, has analysed 91 such studies and argues that the principles are well supported empirically, but they do propose some alterations, like some other researchers. They argue that principles are important to deal with the complexities. However, in line with Agrawal (2001) and Blaikie (2006) I argue that this is likely to lead to an ever-growing number of ever-growing lists, since these principles may not be always applicable and different situations may require different conditions for achieving ‘successful’ CBNRM. Despite the popularity of these ‘principles’ in many studies, they do not overlap with my understanding of CBNRM, since CBNRM is an ‘elastic’ and ‘fluid’ concept. This is also highlighted in the ‘Report from the International CBNRM Workshop’, which found that:Table 1 Ostrom’s Design Principles for CPR Institutions
Source: Ostrom (1990)

‘Different people and occasions have, at different times, given rise to different understandings of the term and this approach to NRM and sustainable development. Thus, CBNRM has variously been described as, inter alia, a tool (or a set of tools), a checklist, a method, a means, a set of activities, a model, a process and an approach. This speaks to the breadth, adaptability and robustness of the CBNRM approach’ (Soeftestad & Gerrard, 1999, p.1)


My understanding of CBNRM is largely in line with Roe et al. (2010) description of CBNRM as a spectrum which reflects a wide range of understandings, collective governance arrangements and practices (e.g. from informal to formal, from traditional to modern, etc.). However, it is important to note that relatively little data exists with regard to the implementation and outcomes of different CBNRM programmes in different regions (Kellert et al. 2000). And thereby, most literature criticizing CBNRM speaks about CBNRM in its singular form without clarifying where the particular CBNRM theory finds itself in the CBNRM spectrum. This is a major shortcoming since the criticism accompanying CBNRM programmes cannot be generalized, given this huge variation in forms and practices in its specific context as mentioned earlier.[footnoteRef:4] Despite the variability in the CBNRM spectrum, all versions share three core aspects as identified by Soeftestad & Gerrard (1999): [4:  See Roe et al.’d (2010) description of the different understandings and applications of CBNRM across the African regions. ] 


The natural resource management aspect of CBNRM. It is about some form of managing collective or communal resources (‘common property’).
The community as the starting point and focus of NRM practices. Community needs, interests and norms are the starting point and focus of CBNRM. CBNRM seeks to marry this with the sustainable and efficient management of natural resources. 
The co-management aspect of CBNRM. Soeftestad & Gerrard (1999) point to the importance of establishing linkages between stakeholders, and their comparative advantages, on multiple levels.

These three aspects are the underpinnings that are always, although sometimes more implicitly or explicitly. I will focus in the next subchapters on the second and third aspect as I intent to show that the assumptions going together with the concept of a ‘community’ and ‘co-management’ need to be revised. As also reflected in Ostrom’s first principle but also in CBNRM policy documents, the ‘community’ is often taken for granted as a clear defined social group existing out there in the field, but this notion ignores the intra-community dynamics and wrangling which is so crucial for the course and outcomes of CBNRM processes. Additionally, my main concern with the third principle is that this multi-stakeholderness is not reflected in the term CBNRM. It is treated as a management tool, which is misleading since CBNRM is very political in nature, with different stakeholders holding different interests creating a political arena in which power struggles are unfolded. So before I dive into these understandings of two of the three aspects of CBNRM, I will now elaborate on more general criticisms towards CBNRM nowadays. Even though, it cannot be denied that there are some cases in which CBNRM initiatives have proven to be fruitful; there is in general a growing literature stating that some serious deficiencies are widely evident and that CBNRM programmes are generally not able to generate the theoretical predicted benefits for the communities involved (Kellert et al, 2000). These criticisms lead me to the question: is CBNRM a real transformative process or a perpetuation of the status quo under a new guise? 

2.1.3 CBNRM: a Wolf in Sheep's Clothing?
Since CBNRM covers a wide spectrum, so does it criticisms. However, most of the expressions are accompanied by the same sort of criticism and scepticism. As indicated by Blaikie (2006) CBNRM combines a number of powerful ideas by stating that communities can manage natural resources in an efficient and sustainable way, while at the same time generating (economic and social) benefits for the formerly deprived communities. In post-colonial Africa the promise of decentralization, devolution and local empowerment seemed to be the answer to the many seemingly insurmountable issues troubling the young and independent states. So, many governments have adopted this appealing rhetoric. However, this change in language is not matched by institutional reforms and the implementation on the ground; CBNRM programmes often still reflect the hierarchical arrangements associated with colonialism, which benefits still a small political elite instead of the promise of benefiting the community as a whole (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007; Nelson, 2010; Murombedzi, 2010). Decentralization processes generally happen within the existing hierarchical arrangements propping up the existing power relations. Fitting this is Blaikie’s (2006) understanding of CBNRM as a ‘Trojan horse’ or my formulation of CBNRM as ‘a wolf in sheep’s’ clothing’. As mentioned earlier, CBNRM is often introduced as a neutral management tool, an enabler of change on itself, whose adopting rhetoric appeals to all stakeholders involved, but concealing the real agendas of the stakeholders involved:
‘CBNRM is porous, can absorb all manners of different agendas, and is rich in the variety of benefits it promises, and there appears to be “something in it for everybody”. In this way, theories about the benefits of CBNRM are judged less by their predictive value than their appeal to the various different constituencies of different international financial funding institutions’ (Blaikie, 2006, p.1954)



This quote ‘catches’ my understanding of CBNRM as a ‘wolf in sheep’s clothing’ very well. CBNRM’s appeal resides in the fact that it ‘sounds’ like there is ‘something in it for everybody’, explaining CBNRM’s rise in popularity. However, this rhetoric has a blinding effect for the real incentives of the actors involved, which unfolds itself following the implementation of CBNRM programmes. In other words, it is in the actual translation processes of CBNRM theory into real practice that it’s highly political nature is revealed; different stakeholders hold different interests, visions and understandings of what CBNRM entails or should entail, which may be part of the explanation of why CBRNM often ends up in conflicts or outcomes that are labelled ‘poor’, since what does ‘successful’ CBNRM mean for the different stakeholders involved? Even though the CBNRM narrative suggests that this ‘management tool’ will serve the interest of the local, the transformative power of ‘others’ guided by their own interests is not taken into account in this  view of CBNRM as a ‘management’ tool.  Dressler et al. (2010) precisely put the finger on the right and sore spot by stating that:
‘For all the idealism inherent in CBNRM, it is never actually ideal in practice. When CBNRM is worked out on the ground it must deal with various forces, movements and dynamics which can turn it into something quite different from what its architects imagined’ (Dressler et al, 2010, p.6). 



So, the main issue with CBNRM is that the micro-political processes are underexposed in the literature and policies. As the conceptualization in the previous section already highlighted, CBNRM (its underpinning theories) is about major institutional reforms and fundamental changes in power (Roe et al., 2010). However, it is in the actual process of converting these theories and reforms into practice that the power struggles become apparent and rent-seeking by political elites is triggered. After all, power in Southern Africa is generally defined in terms of having access to resources:
‘There is a deep structural link between the use and control of resources and the organisation and exercise of power. Control over resources is the ultimate source of power’ (Shivji, 1998, p.48 in Nelson, 2010).



Natural resources constitute the central and most important aspect of the African economies; driving control over natural resources into the political realm. Given the scope of poverty and limited opportunities for livelihood diversification, makes that access to land still is the most important aspect for subsistence. However, Africa also functions as an ecological storehouse serving actors worldwide resulting in a growing pressure on the available resources. Despite the democratization processes, political elites still seek to consolidate their control over resources in order to enhance their position in the competition over resources. However, this misalignment between this real private interests and the original logic underlying CBNRM is hidden under a ‘veil’ of apparently meaningless and empty promises. This is also reflected in the frequently recurring criticism that the delegation of rights to more localized institutions is not matched by providing these institutions with the means to manage the natural resources in an efficient and sustainable way; the reliance on the legal settlement alone without sufficient policies and financial means for building up the local capacity to do so is a major shortcoming of CBNRM policies (trying to be) brought into practice (Fabricius & De Wet, 2002; Zips-& Zips-Mairitisch, 2007). Achieving the fundamental changes promised in CBNRM’s rhetoric is ‘sabotaged’ by the ignorance of actors’ responsibility to do so. There is no incentive for actors to give away their power in order to empower the local. CBNRM requires that all parties have access to both expert knowledge and political influence which is not evenly distributed among the stakeholders; it represent the extension of neoliberalism into the realm of conservation (Meer & Schnurr, 2013). So, therefore I argue that it is not so much that CBNRM theory itself should be pilloried, but the way in which it is politically (ab)used. Altogether, that is why CBNRM should be treated as an inherent and vastly political question rather than a neutral management tool. 

However, where some authors (e.g. Hutton et al., 2005; Murombedzi, 2010) more recently started to argue that the CBNRM paradigm is increasingly challenged by a resurgent protectionist conservation movement and that we should resort to the fines and fences of the fortress paradigm of earlier times, since CBNRM’s theoretical promises proved to be in practice a ‘mission impossible’; I think this is too simplistic and do not foresee the resurrection of the ‘fortress’ paradigm. I argue that this is a forever closed chapter in the conservation history; communities and indigenous rights have become an undeniable part in the worldwide discourse on conservation and thereby it is not as much in CBNRM itself, but how CBNRM narratives are deployed in the political arena, which is also confirmed by the following observation of Nelson:
‘If there has been a broad failure of these community-based approaches, it has been not in the performance of their operational principles, which have rarely been put into practice (Murphee, 2004), but in the recognition of the nature and depth of resistance to reform that exists across the region’ (Nelson, 2010, p.5 ). 

Though, there is no reason for pessimism. In this regard I support Dressler et al.’s (2010) argument that we cannot deny that CBNRM is experiencing a crisis of identity and purpose leading to questions with regard to its legitimacy and its potential for the future. They conclude that there is a considerable potential for refocussing of the approach towards its core objectives of providing communities in their human needs, while at the same time pursuing the goals of environmental integrity and social justice; in order to achieve this multi-level critical analysis of CBNRM is necessary in order to identify and tackle the false beliefs and practices accompanying CBNRM as a concept, which should reignite the approach. (Dressler et al. 2010). 

So, becoming aware of the ‘gaps’ between CBNRM theoretical aspiration and its real practices is a first step into the right direction. In this section, I have argued that a CBNRM should be treated as a vastly political question in order to highlight the micro-political dynamics which significantly steers CBNRM processes. An awareness of this dynamics is important to develop policies that better capture the reality and bring those processes to the surface. The importance of monitoring cannot be denied here. Ironically, monitoring in CBNRM programmes has been very rare and non-existent concealing the micro-political processes accompanying the CBNRM policy process behind CBNRM’s discursive power; showing the importance of a more political and discursive approach (Blaikie, 2006). In the next section, I will turn to the second aspect of CBNRM, the idea of a ‘community’, which also proved to be a discursive powerful concept, but is in practice likely to arouse problems. 

2.2 Community 
In this section the concept of ‘community’ will be critically scrutinized as one of the main underpinnings of the CBNRM paradigm. Even though, the paradigm highlights the central importance of the ‘community’ in the management of natural resources, it appears that the concept of ‘community’ itself is rarely defined, or critically scrutinized in the mainstream literature on CBNRM (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). The existence of a ‘community’ as such, appears to be something that is taken for granted. In line with some authors presented in this section, I argue that this matter of course presents a substantial omission in the work concerning the management of natural resources in conservation areas. By putting the concept of ‘community’ under the magnifying glass, it becomes clear that this ‘haziness’ surrounding the concept is likely to cause tensions by translating CBNRM theory into real practices. The poor outcomes of CBNRM programmes reflect a gap between the theoretical endeavour and the practice in reality. Therefore, a critical reflection on the ‘community’ in the CBNRM approach is needed in order to work towards a more comprehensive understanding of what the ‘community’ as basis for the management of natural resource management actually means in practice. I will ‘start’ with a general conceptualization of the term ‘community’, its conceptual origins and how it been shaped and reshaped through time. Thereafter, I will critically reflect on how the term ‘community’ is deployed in the literature on CBNRM Finally, I will highlight the importance of a more micro-political approach in order to ‘catch’ the intra-community dynamics and the dynamics with the other actors involved, since this is underexposed in the mainstream literature but is essential for the understanding of CBNRM practices and processes. 

2.2.1 A Community, a Mosaic of Meanings
First of all, it is important to note that there is no single, universally accepted definition of the term ‘community’. I will introduce the notion of a ‘mosaic of meanings’ in order to highlight the multi-complexity accompanying the word ‘community’. The term is characterized by a complex history of evolving meanings against a background of changing social contexts, with the term having a fluctuating popularity by scholars and policy-makers (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). By parsing the term ‘community’ itself from a historical-linguistic perspective, in its most plain version, the term is derived from the Latin word ‘communitas’, and of its corresponding adjective ‘communis’, meaning ‘things held in common’. However, ideas of what this ‘communality’ entails has been shaped and reshaped over time; and its meaning has significantly been stretched in more recent times, most notably with the upcoming of the internet. The term has become very multi-complex, which means that it is especially important to focus on how a community is perceived by the different actors involved and how these ideas about the community are used by the different stakeholders in particular. It is likely to have significant implications for CBNRM processes when, for example communities are seen as harmonious homogeneous entities instead of a group of unique and competing individuals, which ‘solely’ have in common a shared geographical space; it will result in a different focus in  policies and negotiations. Though, in the literature on CBNRM we see some frequently recurring notions of what constitutes a community. For the purpose of my research, I will only describe the most recent notions of and debates surrounding the concept of community as the locus in conservationist thinking.  
As Agrawal & Gibson (1999) point out, the current perceptions of community echo the understandings of the concept of the 19th and early 20th century.[footnoteRef:5] Whereas the term was originally defined in terms of a spatial unit with clear defined boundaries; in the course of time a more relational dimension has been adopted, describing the community in terms of a homogeneous social structure and/or as a group sharing common interests and shared norms. Some scholars even argued that the industrialization ushered in the downfall of the community and that it was replaced by other forms of social organization (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). However, the term ‘community’ seems to be surrounded by a kind of nostalgic sentiments and represents a certain idealistic wholeness which makes that the notion of a community unprecedentedly popular. A very general and broad definition incorporating the three elements mentioned above is given by MacQueen et al. (2001) who defines a community as: [5:  Influential in this regard has been amongst others: Ferdinand Tönnies’ Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft (1887) and Charles Galpin’s The Social Anatomy of an Agricultural Community’ (1916). Further elaborated on by Anthony Cohen’s   Belonging. Identity and social organization in British rural cultures (1982) and The Symbolic Construction of Community (1985), Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities (1983). ] 


A group of people with diverse characteristics who are linked by social ties, share common perspectives, and engage in joint action in geographical locations or settings’ (MacQueen et al. 2001, p.1929)


However, as highlighted by Blaikie (2006) in this regard is that empirical evidence shows that the three are seldom co-terminous. Stone & Nyaupane (2014) take this argument even further by arguing that these three aspects are never and cannot be applied at the same time, for example a community of interest can never be defined in terms of geographical boundaries; with the upcoming of the modern communication technology the concept of a community has been taken to a complete new level, for example with the upcoming of the ‘online communities’.  Consequently, I argue that the term community reflects a ‘mosaic of meanings’ with its definitions varying from being described in terms of geographical boundaries up to online virtual communities. Additionally, communities incorporate individuals which makes that a community is made up out of different (conflicting) factions and interests groups. The use of the word ‘community’ is therefore very complex. It thrives on an idea of ‘communality’, but this ‘communality’ can mean different things, making that the concept of a community can be best understood as a ‘mosaic of meanings’.  Instead of debating further and expounding on whether which aspects are just and thereby searching for a definition that covers this multi-complexity, I think it is more useful for the purpose of my study to critically reflect on how the complex concept of a ‘community’ is deployed in different CBNRM contexts, which is at the centre of debate in the next section. 

2.2.2 The Community in CBNRM
CBNRM, as it is presented in the literature, thrives on the idea that a coherent community with a clear identity can manage their natural resources in an efficient and equitable way, since local communities are in the best position to understand the local conditions and use their local capacities (Stone & Nyaupane, 2013). However, the poor outcomes of CBNRM programmes have forced researchers and policy-makers to reconsider the concept of a community It appeared that the term ‘community’ in CBNRM has rarely been defined or scrutinized in the mainstream literature; reflecting that a community was taken for granted as a coherent entity being capable for the natural resource management task as communities did for centuries(Agrawal & Gibson, 1999); reflecting the antithesis of how a community was perceived in ‘fortress conservation’. So whereas the general debate in conservation revolved around whether or not ‘communities’ could fit ‘conservation’; the idea of a community is in itself tackled nowadays, for example Smit claims that:

		‘The notion of a community is always something of a myth. A community implies a coherent entity with a clear identity and a commonality of purpose. The reality is that communities, more often than not, are made up of an agglomeration of factions and interest groups often locked in competitive relationships’ (Smit, 1990 in Stone & Nyaupane, 2013).


CBNRM calls for the inclusion of a community in conservation programmes. For this purpose a group of people are grouped together simply based on their geographical location, without taking into account the internal differences with regard to people’s ethnicity, tribe, their culture, and the like (Stone & Nyaupane, 2013). A community is about individuals who are, willingly or unwillingly, related to each other in some (often simple and almost trite) way, like sharing the same space at a certain moment, hereby ignoring the communities’ inherent internal heterogeneity. Agrawal & Gibson (1999) make an important additional point by denoting that even though some community characteristics may be seen as important to collective action, they are often in reality thwarting conservation efforts since all the ‘not-taken-into- account’ non-shared aspects may hinder the expected fruitful collective action. 

Thus, Community-based approaches are much more complex than it is treated in CBNRM policies. It is often (incorrectly) viewed as a monolithic force; concealing its complexity. This point is well-substantiated by the following quote:
‘The complexity of the community-based approach derives from the fact that it is not a singular, monolithic force, but a multifaceted phenomenon that affects communities in different ways depending on how they react about being grouped together to become a community that is to beneﬁt from a shared project. The quest for a singular or monolithic approach in multifaceted cultural communities yields animosities, resistance, and resentment in community-based projects. The term community-based may suggest an integrated community order, but it should be better understood as a complex, overlapping, disjunctive process’ (Appadurai, 1991, according to Stone & Nyaupane, 2013, p.7)



This overlaps with my earlier criticism of speaking about CBNRM as a neutral management tool. When zooming in on the micro-level, it is revealed that CBNRM is fundamentally about clashing interests and power struggles between different stakeholders.  So, my main concern with the term ‘community’ is that it is depoliticizing its nature; a community is highly political in nature with different individuals holding different interests and views; and are competing in decision-making processes. By ignoring this political nature in CBNRM policies, CBNRM practitioners are likely to end up embroiled in unanticipated conflicts distracting the attention from the original core objectives of CBNRM.  Therefore, Agrawal and Gibson (1999) propose a more political approach and state that a focus on institutions rather than communities can contribute to a much better understanding of local-level processes. In the next section I will elaborate and reflect on their argument and give my own ‘twist’ to their argument by adding a micro-political dimension to it.  
2.2.3. From Community-based towards Institution-Based?

Despite the fact that the ‘community’ as the centre of conservation is discursively powerful and appealing; the community as the centre of CBNRM constitutes, as shown in the former section, a weak foundation for CBNRM policy-making given the internal differences, frictions and interactions which profoundly affect the CBNMR outcomes. In this section I will elaborate on Agrawal and Gibson’s (1999) argument that a more political approach is needed; they argue that thinking in ‘institutions’ rather than ‘communities’ is fruitful in this regard. Commonly, institutions are understood as:
‘[…] the rules, both formal and informal, that govern society and which underpin human economic activities and social interactions (North 1990 in Nelson 2010).  


Agrawal and Gibson (1999)  make explicit that certain implicit and underlying ‘rules’ have a steering effect in society thereby moulding and structuring the interactions of people with each other, with other actors, as well as with their natural environment. They argue that greater attention should be paid to three critical aspects, i.e. the multiple actors holding different interests, the processes through which these actors interrelate, and most importantly in this regard, the institutional arrangement that structure their interactions. Agrawal and Gibson (1999) argue that an institution once formed, exercises certain effects independently of the forces that constituted them; thereby promoting stability ex ante, and consistency in actions ex post. However, they do recognize that institutions are also susceptible to change when challenged and explicitly renegotiated by the involved actors. Therefore they claim that institutions could be best understood as ‘provisional agreements on how to accomplish tasks’. 

Indeed, a more political approach is indeed essential for bridging the gap between CBNRM’s political objectives and its real outcomes in policy processes. However, I take Agrawal and Gibson’s argument a further by introducing the concept of micro-politics in this regard. Whereas their argument to focus on institutions is well-substantiated and relevant; I argue that micro-politics adds another important political but missing dimension here. Whereas both approaches are fundamentally about the role of politics, an institutional approach focusses first and foremost on the structures and ‘rules’ shaping decision-making processes, whilst an micro-political approach also reveals the chaotic and ‘unstructured nature of the ‘wrangling’ between actors within communities, between communities and the other stakeholders involved within and surrounding the actual institutional arrangements; their respective agency, the negotiations that take place and the tensions. So, I argue that when looking at the communities in CBNRM, it is especially about these whims and unstructured processes, revealed by a micro-political approach, which are steering the course of CBNMR processes. In other words, whereas institutions focus on underpinning rules as the ‘starting points’ of human action; a micro-political view reveals the actual processes towards the respective goals, the desirable ending points, of the actors involved.  It recognizes that different individuals and groups hold different agenda’s and that the different actors involved employ their powers in order to achieve their respective objectives.

The concept ‘institution’ also suggest that there is certain continuity (see North’s quote further on), which of course holds true to a certain extent, but it does not make explicit that CBNRM is an on-going negotiation process between different actors holding multiple interests and using their respective powers in a persistently dynamical process, which proceeds following the actual implementation processes.  In figure 2, Agrawal & Gibson’s (1999) summarize their view of the community in the context of conservation.  It highlights the variation of community groups and the influence of it on institutional arrangements and by shaping decision-making processes. However, it is presented as a structured process where institutional arrangements determine the CBNRM outcomes; it does not give away anything about how exactly the different (multi-level) elements affect each other and the power dynamics within and surrounding the actual institutions. In other words, as I will argue, the central and critical role of micro-political processes is not mirrored in their representation. Before I will explain and elaborate on what micro-politicism entails and what the added value is of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM, I will now turn to the last element of the theoretical ‘triangle’ as introduced in the beginning of this chapter: multi-stakeholder governance. 



Figure 2 An Alternative View of Community And Conservation
Source: Agrawal & Gibson (1999)






2.3. Multi-stakeholder governance

As highlighted earlier, all versions within the CBNRM spectrum share three core aspects, i.e. the natural resource management aspect, the community as starting point, and finally the co-management aspect; as well referred to in the mainstream literature as multi-stakeholder governance. Even though, this third aspect pointing to the presence of multiple actors in CBNRM, is not reflected in the term CBNRM itself, which only refers to a certain ‘community’ constituting the basis in the management of natural resources, CBNRM is always about the incorporation of multiple stakeholders holding different agenda’s. Therefore I argue that the term ‘community-based natural resource management’ is vastly misleading, since it is a paradigm of multi-stakeholder governance where multiple stakeholders on multiple levels are trying to consolidate their power over the valuable resources of interest. In this section I will shortly reflect on this third core aspect. 

First of all, even though ‘co-management’ and ‘multi-stakeholder’ seems to be two words sharing the same meaning, I argue that the two concepts fundamentally differ from each other. However, both terms are misleading and de-politicizing its actual content. As mentioned earlier, CBNRM programmes are inherently about politics and power struggles, but this fundamental aspect is not reflected in the concept CBNRM, which is very likely to put actors’ expectations on the wrong track.  It is unsuitable to designate CBNRM a ‘management tool’ since it suggests that there is a smooth and neutral, controlled and all-agreed on plan to move from ‘A’ to ‘B’. However, it ignores all the wrangling characterizing most CBNRM programmes. Also the term ‘multi-stakeholder governance’, even though coming closer to CBNRM practice, is not covering CBNRM’s contents. ‘Governance’ is generally defined as: 
‘The interactions among structures, processes and traditions that determines how power is exercised, how decisions are taken on issues of public concern, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say’ (Borrini-Feyerabond et al, 2004)


The term ‘multi-stakeholder governance’ holds a strong connotation with the so-called ‘round table discussions’, where ideally multiple actors come together and discuss with each other on an ‘equal’ basis towards reaching a shared objective. However, this (almost) never holds true in CBNRM practices. CBNRM processes and outcomes are largely shaped by the interests and relative powers of the different stakeholders involved making CBNRM is highly political in nature (Nelson, 2010). Different actors apply their own ideas and agenda’s in the highly contested arena conservation arena. So coining the term Community-Based Natural Resource Management may be a popular, desirable and appealing term, but is lies far from what CBNRM holds in practice. CBNRM is a fundamentally political issue, both within communities, as well as between the different stakeholders involved.  However,  a micro-political analysis is important in order to bring towards the surface the different actors involved, their interests, their relative powers and how they interact and strategize; central aspects that are not brought to the fore when analysing CBNRM as a simple management tool or treating it as a non-political governance practice. Focussing on the micro-political dynamics reveals that the community is often a weak player in this high political field of conservation, not only since communities often lack the transformative power and the means to achieve their goals vis-à-vis more powerful actors in the field, but also since communities are often made up out different interests groups and factions which lead to unstable community-basis. In the next section I will turn to my central argument made in this chapter, the importance of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM. A micro-political approach is likely to offer insight in the power dynamics and the mutual wrangling within communities as well as with other actors in the context of CBNRM. 

2.4. A Micro-Political Bridge 

The main thread of my reasoning in this chapter is that a micro-political approach towards CBNRM will be useful in order to understand the gap between CBNRM’s theoretical predictions and the reality of CBNRM in practice.  An quote of Dressler et al. (2010) presented earlier underpinned this argument well by stating that with the actual implementation processes of CBNRM programmes, it has to deal with various forces, movements and dynamics which can turn CBNRM programmes in something different than its architects imagined. However, this crucial point is not included or reflected in CBNRM’s theoretical underpinnings and generally underexposed in CBNRM policies. Several authors’ criticizing CBNRM have pleaded for a more political approach. However, I refine this argument by arguing that especially a ‘micro’- political approach as opposed to a macro-approach is important in the context of CBNRM, since it’s reported ‘poor’ outcomes can be best explained by diving into the intra-community dynamics and the interaction between stakeholders on the local level while taking into account its unique context. In this subchapter I will elaborate further on what micro-politics entails and illustrate what the added value of adopting a micro-political view towards CBMRM could be. 

First of all, it is important to mention that in the context of community-based conservation, micro-politics is a yet underexplored field. Generally, most of the literature on micro-politics is directed to education or is deployed in the context of social movements. However, I argue that the thoughts and insights deriving from these studies, even though the studies took place in slightly different contexts, are useful for understanding and revealing the actual ‘turbulent’ forces, dynamics, interactions and bickering between actors in the context of CBNRM. Micro-politics is about such everyday local processes and practices, while at the same time recognizing the broader political-historical, economic and social forces (Horowitz, 2008). In other words, it brings to the fore the internal strives and struggles over livelihoods strategies and claims for authority without ignoring the broader context in which those strives occur (Köhne & Rasch, 2015). Without a micro-political approach, my analysis would be limited to the formal, discursive processes and practices without revealing the shaping processes behind the predominating narratives and formalities which is so pivotal within CBNRM. It are especially those everyday processes and interactions behind these predominating narratives and formalities, which are interesting and influential in the context of CBNRM as I intend to illustrate with the case of the Khomani San in the next chapter. 

As I have shown in the former sections of this chapter, CBNRM is underpinned by certain assumptions with regard to the community, their role in the management of natural resources and multi-stakeholder governance. By bringing to the surface these assumptions and putting them under the magnifying glass I have argued that the depoliticizing nature of these concepts, also treated by CBNRM policy-makers and practitioners as such, is one of the main pitfalls of CBNRM. Behind the appealing and predominant rhetoric of the paradigm, different aspects of the CBNRM spectrum are worked into politically varied plans by the different stakeholders, holding different interests and agenda’s, involved (Brosius et al, 1998).  It masks the actual political realities, dynamics, tensions and interactions between different individuals on the ground. I argue that the processes taking place ‘behind the scenes’ form a major part of the explanation why many CBNRM projects often result in unanticipated tensions and conflicts. Making explicit the different interests and how these are interwoven with the broader political, economic and social processes is crucial for understanding on actors’ behaviour in the context of CBNRM (Horowitz, 2011). In this regard, a micro-political lens makes explicit the complexities ‘behind the scenes’; it acknowledges and anticipates on that the ‘unexpected should be expected’, since the micro-political dynamics can steer CBNRM processes in different direction depending on how different actors interact with each other in the light of the broader political and economic stakes. 

Even though, as I have mentioned earlier, micro-politics in the context of CBNRM is still an underexplored field, Wilshusen (2009) is one of the few who conducted a research on the micro-politics of community-based conservation (CBC) in Quintana Roo in South-eastern Mexico. Wilshusen shows, by adopting the dramaturgical rhetoric of Bourdieu, how in this case in Mexico the ‘off- stage’ everyday social processes are shaping conservation and development outcomes in significant, but unintended ways; stressing that that ‘politics are at the heart of policy problems’ (Wilshusen, 2009, p.139). I think this is a very important point. One of the core problems with CBNRM policies is that CBNRM is introduced and treated as a management tool. However, as I intended to show in this chapter, CBNRM is very political taking into consideration the involvement of different types of actors who engage in complex interactions. The focus, though, is often on the more formal interactions, which represent a rational actor understanding of human agency that is catching the eye (Wilshusen, 2009). However, as Wilshusen illustrates with his case, a focus on the everyday social interactions and power dynamics between different actors directs the attentions to processes and practices that would otherwise go unnoticed. He makes also a very interesting remark with regard to the notion of ‘power’ by stating that:

A practice-based understanding of power relationships is important because it suggest that micro-political interactions simultaneously produces subtle, incremental tensions and reactions (both material and symbolic) and contribute to the perpetuation of certain broader structural relationships. The term power, in this sense, extends beyond instrumentalist understandings where one party imposes its will upon another despite resistance (the Weberian definition) to include constraints and capabilities created by cultural constructs like discursive formations and institutions (Wilshuses, 2009, p.141)


It points to the power embedded in the everyday practices and exchanges, which may seem to be meaningless on the first sight, but are certainly affecting the broader context and processes. Thus, a micro-political approach will contribute to a better understanding what is driving the gap between CBNRM theoretical aspirations and its actual practices; it is likely to reveal some of the ‘unexpected’ processes and dynamics characterizing CBNRM. The importance of everyday routines and interchanges cannot be denied here; it reveals, as highlighted by Wilshusen (2009), the parallel ﬁelds of play and distinct rationalities compared to the formal proceedings of the technocratic sphere. In the next section, the concluding section of this chapter, I will introduce the integrated framework which I will use as the starting point of my analysis of the case of the  Khomani San. 

2.5 Integrated Theoretical Framework
In this chapter I laid down the theoretical foundations of the framework in which my analysis will take place. I critically reflected on CBNRM itself and the way the underpinning concepts of ‘community’ and ‘multi-stakeholder governance’ are deployed in the literature. In this section I present the integrated theoretical framework which will serve as the starting point of my analysis of the case of the Khomani San in the next chapter. 

As I have argued in this chapter, my main concern with the concept of CBNRM, and the way it is treated in policy-making and in practice, is that it presented and treated as a neutral management tool. Hereby by-passing the crucial fact that CBNRM is a vastly and inherently political question in which different actors holding different interests and agendas are involved in constant negotiation processes. Several authors have proposed a more political approach towards CBRNM in order to catch how different actors engage in the negotiations processes. Agrawal and Gibson (1999) have argued that a focus on institutions is in this regard fruitful. However, I have taken this argument further by arguing that a micro-political approach is important in order to catch the power dynamics and mutual wrangling ‘behind the formal and institutional’ scenes of CBNRM which would otherwise remain unnoticed. 
I aim to focus in my analysis on the actors, their respective powers and interests, and how they are embedded in the broader context. In order to catch and create an understanding of the actors’ behaviour; we cannot deny the broader contexts in which they are embedded. My main objective is to catch the micro-level political processes and interactions that transform CBNRM programmes in something different than its ‘designers’ imagined, which are often resulting into conflicts. In my analysis of the case I attempt to focus on the micro-level processes that are often overlooked, but can steer the CBNRM programme in unintended and unanticipated way. Its highlights that micro-politics is a crucial missing puzzle piece in understanding the gap between CBNRM theoretical promises which are often not manifesting themselves in the actual CBNRM outcomes. 

 














-3- 
the case of the Khomani San in South Africa
I
n order to illustrate the additional value of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM as proposed in the former chapter; I will introduce in this chapter the case of the Khomani San in South Africa. The case is definitely ‘a child of one’s time’ with the community experiencing the political caprices characterizing the apartheid era, as well as being reflective of a broader shift in thinking about conservation worldwide. Therefore, this case will serve as the focal point of my analysis made in the next chapter. The case of the Khomani San brings to the fore the impact of micro-political processes on the course and outcomes of CBNRM programmes; thereby underpinning my argument that in order to bridge the gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its actual practices a micro-political approach is useful. It reveals certain practices that would remain concealed under CBNRM’s predominant and illusory rhetoric.  Conservation is on itself already a very tense political issue in South Africa with the apartheid injustices kept in a recent memory; the introduction of CBNRM programmes in the post-apartheid era makes CBNRM even a more intricate political question emphasizing the importance of such an  approach in this regard. Before I will elaborate on and analyse the case of the Khomani San, I will now describe how the Apartheid regime impacted on conservationists’ practices in South Africa in general and how it evolved over time in order to understand the micro-political wrangling present and the conflict arising in the case of the Khomani San in the Northern Cape province of South Africa in specific. 

3.1 Apartheid and Conservation

As already touched upon in the former chapter, the creation of protected areas and national parks during colonial times has frequently resulted in the forced eviction of communities from their homelands. Justified behind the façade of ‘development’, ‘the prevention of extinction of certain species’ and based on other seemingly reasonably grounds, the livelihoods of many communities around the world have been destroyed and resulted in social fragmentation. However, the scale and extreme manifestation of the forced evictions for conservation and the level of environmental racism in Apartheid South-Africa is unprecedented (Cock & Fig, 2000). In this section, as introductory to the case, I will give a brief overview of what exactly defined the apartheid regime, before I will elaborate on how the apartheid was entrenched in conservation in general; this will contribute to an understanding of some of the more recent tensions and conflicts affecting the Khomani San. 
The Apartheid in a Nutshell

The ‘apartheid’ (literally ‘separateness’) was the official system of racial segregation which was in place in South Africa between the years 1948 and 1994.[footnoteRef:6] The regime was installed by the white minority Afrikaner National Party (NP) who won the elections under the actual banner of ‘apartheid’. Even though, racial segregation and white supremacy already date back to colonial times; it is the era of official apartheid that the existing racist and exclusionist policies and practices became systematically institutionalized and legally and politically enforced by the nationalist government in order to secure and maintain the privileged position of the white minority. Even though, official Apartheid was not heralded until the year 1948, it is the Native Land Act of 1913 which can be considered the key stone on which the Apartheid legislative structure was further built. This Act divided South Africa into separate, racially- and ethnically based territorial areas or ‘reserves’ in which only less than 13 percent of the country’s surface was made available for the non-white majority and over 80 percent was reserved for the white minority; owning land outside those designated areas was prohibited  (Fabricius & De Wet, 2002). Even though, a chain of laws have been passed and implemented in the course of the twentieth century, explicitly seeking to separate South Africa’s privileged white minority from its non-white majority, which itself was also separated in different ‘classes’, I consider the Population Registration Act of 1950, in which all South Africans were classified by race (respectively White, Coloured (mixed race) or Asian in specific (Indian/Pakistani) and Bantu (Black)) together with the Group Areas Act of 1950, especially worth mentioning in this regard, since these acts can be considered the further basis framework built surrounding this ‘key stone’ of 1913. This classification permeated every aspect of life, for example in education, health care, but in some case this classification even led to the split up of families when different members of the family where ‘labelled’ differently (History.com, s.a.). So the impact of the enforcement of this law was significant. Also the ‘Bantu Authorities Act’ built on this classification; millions of people lost their citizenship following the creation of the so-called ‘Bantustans’, independent states for the non-whites.  [6:  The originally Dutch Hendrik Frensch Verwoerd is considered ‘the architect’ of Apartheid. Even though, the term Apartheid has become synonymous for racism, exclusion and deprivation; it was originally developed in order to support his ‘separate-but-equal’ idea in which he proposed that different ethnic-racial groups needed and had their own separate, developmental path. It was motived by an economic, political and ideological component For more information see ‘The Making of the Apartheid Plan, 1929–1948*’ by Giliomee, 2003).] 

‘Separating black South Africans from each other enabled the government to claim there was no black majority, and reduced the possibility that blacks would unify into one nationalist organization. Every black South African was designated as a citizen as one of the Bantustans, a system that supposedly gave them full political rights, but effectively removed them from the nation’s political body’ (History.com, s.a.).


Non-whites where required to carry documents, known as the so-called ‘dumb passes’, to authorize their presence in a certain area. Every aspect of the society became divided along ethnic and racial lines.  Under the reign of the South African Apartheid government, over 3.5 million indigenous people have been, directly or indirectly, forcibly driven from their homeland and were forced to say farewell to their livelihoods, resulting in deprivation, the loss of social capital and deep poverty (Fabricius & De Wet, 2002). Among these ‘millions’ were the people of the Khomani San, since it also let the conservationist’s policies not unaffected.

South Africa’s National Parks as Apartheid’s Hobbyhorse

The ‘fortress and fines’ ideology which was pursued by most developing countries until the end of the 1970s did not leave South Africa unaffected. On the contrary, the form and extreme manifestations of the forced evictions for conservation and the level of environmental racism in apartheid South-Africa is unprecedented (Cock & Fig, 2000). The apartheid ideology permeated every aspect of the South African society and the rights and the freedom of movement of non-whites became increasingly curtailed in the course of the twentieth century. The exclusionist principles of apartheid became also fundamentally incorporated and extended into South Africa’s national parks policies and practices. The apartheid legal framework significantly exacerbated the effects of the fortress conservation practices. Nowadays, many South Africans have still to deal with the ‘scars’ of this apartheid past and the national parks and protected area still reflect pieces of the privileges and power relations that has shaped the South African society so profoundly (Cock & Fig, 2000).   

The establishment of protected areas and game reserves, in South Africa can already be traced back to the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century.  However, in the beginning of the 1920s a bill was drawn in which the idea of a national parks was proposed. Despite opposition to the act, the National Parks Act was enacted in 1926 and the first National Parks Board (NPB) was appointed. It marked the beginning point of the creation of a series of national parks in South Africa. The first national park in South Africa, ‘the flagship’ Kruger National Park (KNP), was established later that same year. However, it did not only mark the beginning of a ‘national parks era’, but also the beginning of the forced displacements and exclusion of non-white South Africans from land later used to create and expand national parks (Cock & Fig, 2000; Holmes-Watts & Watts, 2008). 

As I already touched upon, the effects of the fortress conservation practices became significantly exacerbated and aggravated under the reign of the Apartheid. The NPB consisted entirely out of white male members, who were generally closely aligned with Afrikaner nationalism. The NPB developed ‘close bonds with the Nationalist Government after 1948’ Carruthers, 1995 in Cock & fig, 2000, p.23), Consequently, the NPB board strongly reflected the culture and practices of the apartheid regime and the the pursuance of biodiversity preservation resulted in growing stranglehold on non-white populations who were perceived to ‘hinder’ this pursuance. Conservationists identified the areas of ‘ecological interest’ and deployed the ‘powers’ of the apartheid legislation or lobbied for the eviction of indigenous communities by the apartheid state in  order to clear the way for conservation (Holmes-Watts & Watts, 2008). Especially from the 1950s onwards, entire communities have been forcibly relocated for the purpose of conservation ‘in order to cement the illusion of these ‘wild’ natural spaces, which became the exclusive preserve of white tourists’ (Meer & Schnurr, 2013, p.485).  This happened directly at gunpoint and with ‘panting’ bulldozers on people’s heels, or more indirectly through intimidation and the co-option with community-leaders. Biodiversity protection was elevated above humanity. It is an indisputable fact that the national parks ideology has created many ‘victims’ capturing millions of people into the despair of the poverty trap. Especially harmful, aggravated in times of droughts, was that the communities where fenced off the areas on which they had previously depended for their livelihoods. Still up until today, the national parks in South Africa are surrounded by overcrowded and degraded areas in which the levels of poverty are extremely high (Cock & Fig, 2000).  For almost fifty years, national parks in South Africa were made the exclusive realm of the white minority, with the non-whites being excluded from physical access, as well as the managerial control of the parks (Cock & Fig, 2002). It frequently resulted in the deprivation and forced displacements of communities from their ancestral lands. The conservationist’s practices led to a severe dent in the image of national parks and have troubled the relationship between conservationists and the non-white majority for a long time.  However, in the years up and into the 1990s a ‘wind of change’ blew through South Africa resulting in an official break-up with the institutionalized apartheid policies in 1994, smashing the South African road towards democracy. Clearly, all sectors of society had to change following the political transition set in motion during the 1990s. Even though, 1994 marked the beginning of a new era, the young democracy has to deal with the deeply entrenched aftereffects of the apartheid regime.  

South Africa’s National Parks in Transition

Towards the end of the 1980s, beginning of the 1990s the apartheid regime was increasingly placed under heavy pressure following the growth in international criticism and sanctions, as well as growing national resistance towards the apartheid policies and practices. The appointment of Willem de Klerk as the new president in 1989 marked the beginning of the repealing of the building blocks of the apartheid framework. Finally, 1994 marked the official end of the apartheid era with the establishment of the new democracy build on a new constitution. Following this milestone year, the South African government implemented several policy-driven programmes aiming at reducing the social inequality and the improvement of the quality of life of millions of people, who had been severely marginalized under the apartheid regime (Kepe et al., 2005).  Part of this ‘policy-package’ was an ambitious three-pronged land reform programme (land distribution, tenure reform and land restitution) to restore the land rights of those dispossessed and marginalized under apartheid rule. This also concerned the land designated national parks’ area. Additionally, the new government adopted the ‘White Paper on Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Biodiversity’. In this paper a new philosophy for conservation was presented, which called for the involvement of communities in the planning and the ‘management’ of conservation areas and highlighted the importance of building up communities’ capacity to do so in order to realize (economic) opportunities, while at the same time taking into account the intrinsic biodiversity value of the land (Kepe et al, 2005). The new constitution also reflected this rhetoric. So clearly, the political transition from apartheid to a democracy required the transformation of all sectors of society, including the rigid conservation sector. 

Already in the transitional phase of a racial minority government to a democratic order, members of the African National Congress (ANC) provoked the NPB by a paper in which they expressed the need for making parks more relevant for people, since the experiences of non-whites with the national parks was largely one marked by remorse and conflict (Grossmann & Holden, 2006). Also NGOs, like the Group for Environmental Monitoring who created community awareness and challenged the NPB to make better arrangements, started to put pressure on the NPB (Cock & Fig, 200). It required a dramatic shift in thinking about the role of people in conservation for which the NPB of that time seemed not to be ready. In the debate the NPB members defended their view in which there was no room for manoeuvre. Permitting local people in conservation must have ‘felt almost as sensitive as handing over the poultry house to the fox’ (Watts & Faasen, 2009).  However, the new constitution provided the legal basis for community involvement as well as the protection of biodiversity. Additionally, the land restitutions claims, aimed at redressing the land dispossession under the apartheid regime, gave impetus to the transformation of the conservation order (Grossman & Holden, 2006).  In October 1995, a new board of Curators was appointed, which was more reflective of the demographics of society and the different political allegiances and an additional Transformation Task Team was set up to monitor whether the policies at local level where non-racist. (Cock & Fig, 2000). In order to ‘complete’ the transformation the name NPB was changed to South African National Parks (SANPark), which adopted a CBNRM approach. The new board stated that: 
South African National Parks is striving to transfer power and control of resources from the minority that had been appointed and privileged by an undemocratic system to the majority that participates in the new democratic process. It is also directing the benefits of its activities to providing for all South Africans, rather than the wealthier and privileged section of society (Cock & Fig, 2000, p.24).

So, was it ‘a new vision, a new practice’? Some authors (e.g. Cock & Fig, 2000) argue that the board left key element of apartheid ideas and practices intact, with for example the key officials still being white South Africans. Also Dressler et al. (2010, p.9) point out that CBNRM never emerged in South Africa to the extent it did in neighbouring Zimbabwe, Namibia and Botswana, which point towards the fact that the ‘old system proved to be resilient’.  Still up to today, the SANParks is accused for not realizing its full potential of creating partnerships with communities and the organization receives the criticism from insiders, as well outside actors that the changes since 1994 are a swallow restructuring rather than a fundamental transformations (Cock & Fig, 2000)
However despite the criticism, one of the key challenges for the new board was addressing the land restitutions claims. People who had been evicted after June 1913, when the notorious Native Land Act of 1913 was implemented, could reclaim their lands under the new constitution, also in national parks areas.   In order to deal with those claims, the SANParks board established a Land Claims Committee (LCC). The Land claims were submitted to one of the five regional LCC’s, which had to investigate whether the claim was valid and had to find ways to resolve the claim with the participation of the landowners and claimants. When the claim concerned state-owned land, which is the case with South Africa’s ‘national’ parks, a number of government departments may be involved (e.g. Environmental Affairs, Land Affairs, Minerals and Energy Affairs) The Land Claims Court was charged with the task of providing the final verdict. (Cock & Fig, 2000). 

The case of the Makuleke clan and Khomani San are two of the most well-known cases where the communities ‘regained’ their land, but where the national park retained their conservationists’ status and entered into a contractual agreement. In both cases, a CBNRM programme was implemented and both parks have become part of larger trans-frontier parks, which were an alternative vision to address the colonial injustices of the past by rendering the national borders, as designed by the colonial powers, invisible. However, this new approach has also raised new issues, as well for the Khomani San (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007).   In the next section, I will introduce the South African story of the Khomani San, since part of the communities have been residing in neighbouring Botswana, Namibia, Angola and Zimbabwe where they have been similarly discriminated and dispossessed of their lands (Chennels, 2001).  This case will serve as the focal point of my analysis made in the next chapter. 

The Case of the Khomani San 

The Khomani San are among the poorest and most historically disadvantaged people in South Africa (Huizenga, 2014). The San peoples, also referred to in the literature as ‘First Peoples’ or as the European settlers called them: ‘Bushmen’, is an umbrella-term for all the different nomadic San communities who used to hunt wildlife and gather plants in the Southern part of the African continent. With the settlement of the Europeans and Bantu peoples in the 1800s, more and more San peoples where pushed into the drylands of the Kalahari Desert (Thondhlana & Muchpondwa, 2014).  Over the past century the population of the Khomani San has been decimated to the point of almost complete extinction and the few that survived were driven of their traditional lands by the discriminatory practices of the South African apartheid regime (Chennels, 2001). However, 1994 turned tables and under the new constitution and the announced land reform programme it became possible for evicted communities to reclaim their land rights. In this chapter I will outline the case of the ‡Khomani San in the evolving and the turbulent South African context. The case of the Khomani San is among the most well-known and noteworthy land restitution cases linked to CBNRM. It draws the attentions to some important aspects, which are central to CBNRM outcomes, but are not taken into consideration, as I will highlight more explicitly in the next chapter. 

The History of the Khomani: a Never Ending Exodus

his case of the Khomani San is situated in the ‘thirsty’ lands of the Kalahari drylands in the northern extremity of the Northern Cape Province in South Africa. With an estimated rainfall of less than 200 mm per annum, this corner in the south-western part of the Kalahari Desert is known to be the driest part of the region. Despite the aridity of the region, it supports a large population of herbivores, especially a significant range of antelope species that is roaming over the Kalahari drylands (Kepe et al, 2005). These drylands also used to support the livelihoods of the San peoples, who are considered the earliest [image: kalahari map south africa]inhabitants of the southern African subcontinent, therefore often referred to a ‘first peoples’. The social organisation of the San was characterised by the grouping of small nomadic families on an egalitarian basis who were pursuing a hunter-and gatherer existence in the wilderness of the Kalahari (Barnard, 2007).  However, as mentioned earlier, the history of the Khomani is one marked by expulsion and detriment. The influx of the Bantu peoples and Europeans meant the beginning of the gradual curtailing of their livelihoods. Being pushed into the ‘scarcity’ of the Kalahari deserts, the reduction of animals and diseases brought by the newcomers, proved to be unfavourable to their survival. Approximately 500 individuals survived (Cock & Fig, 200)Figure 3 Kalahari Desert
Source: Daily Mail, 2011

The fortress conservation practices which resulted in the forced removal of communities in many parts of the world, affected also the people of the Khomani San. The intensity of environmental racism was even exacerbated during the apartheid regime. The forced removal of the Khomani San began in the 1930s with the formation of the Kalahari Gemsbok National Park (KGNP) in 1931, which replaced the Gordonia Game Reserve in order to prevent as what was seen the imminent extinction of the Gemsbok (Kepe et al, 2005). This resulted in the incorporation of the ancestral lands of the Khomani San into the park.  Also the farmlands of a group of white farmers were now declared ‘national parks’ area. These white farmers were provided with alternative farms located along the Kuruman riverbed (Kepe et al., 2005). Already before the proclamation of the park, the ability of the Khomani San to sustain in their livelihoods became increasingly curtailed due to severe restrictions on their mobility in the desert area and over-hunting by settlers.  The proclamation of their traditional lands as national park’s area eroded their livelihoods as hunter-and gather even further. However, the San peoples did not receive any form of compensation for the losses incurred. 
In first instance, the Khomani San were allowed to remain on their ancestral lands between the boundaries of the newly proclaimed park, but this ended up being an empty promise. From 1936 up to their final eviction in 1974 all the members of the Khomani San community were forcibly removed from the newly established conservation area (Kepe et al., 2005); causing disorientation and the disintegration of the San groups, as brought to the fore in an interview:  
‘An interesting point is that people who have been moved to settlements have argued when you asked them: ‘why are you not hunting in these areas?’  They say: ‘this is not our land; we don’t know where to find things.’ It is almost as being put in a total stranger’s house and told to make a cup of tea. You start hunting for the cups, you start hunting for the kettle, you don’t know where the sugar is kept. It is a similar kind of feeling of being disoriented […]’ (Interview Alice Mogwe, Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007). 


Unlike some other communities, like for example the Makuleke from Kruger National Park were all displaced to the Ntlhaveni area in 1969 at the border of KNP, the Khomani San were not displaced to at once to a single and clear demarked area. Over a period of almost forty years the San peoples were ‘extracted’ from the ecosystem of the Kalahari Desert. Many Khomani San ‘chose’ to find their luck in other areas and resulted in a wide diaspora into South Africa, Botswana and Namibia, but the majority of the San peoples ended up in rural poverty, while working for low wages on neighbouring farms or as ‘tourist attraction’ performing traditional dances adjacent to the fences of the park and selling their crafts (Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007).  Most of the San culture went lost; just a few small groups maintained their ancient cultural practices in isolation (Grossmann & Holden, 2006). However, in the years of the Apartheid they became severely impoverished and largely lost their language and culture.

The Land Restitution Process of the Khomani San 

The ending of the Apartheid regime and the installation of democracy in 1994 meant the opening of a whole new chapter in the history of the ‡Khomani San. The ‡Khomani San were among the first to submit a land claim under the new constitution, which was finally vindicated and officially settled on 21 March 1999, Human Rights Day in South Africa. It was lauded a success story by many with the claim being settled and a role for the community being envisioned. However, when diving into the processes and interactions occurring on the ground; both in the process up to the land settlement, and especially the processes and negotiations following the settlement and the implementation of CBNRM; the story seems to be much more complex, illustrating the importance of a micro-political approach. In this section I am to give a general description of the land restitution process, and the inter-community dynamics, intra-community dynamics and the role of other stakeholders involved in particular. 

The land claim of the ‡Khomani San followed the establishment of the South African San Institute (SASI) in the early years of the 1990s. The establishment of the SASI was an attempt to protect the cultural heritage and the indigenous rights of the vulnerable and strongly decimated Khomani San population in the Southern African subcontinent. This institute was initiated by a human rights lawyer, Roger Chennels, who towards the end of the 1980s became involved in negotiations aiming at the improvement of the labour conditions of a group of Khomani San, the ‘Kruiper Clan’, who worked and were residing at a private game farm, Kagga Kamma ‘Bushmen’ tourist village, in the Western Cape (Robins, 2001). This group of  Khomani San led by Dawid Kruiper, the son of their spiritual leader Regopstaan, indicated to their lawyer Chennels that they wish to regain their ancestral lands in the Kalahari Desert, where their forefathers are buried (Kepe et al., 2005). Since they were forcibly evicted after the 1913 cut-off date they would fit the requirements of the new legal framework for reclaiming their indigenous land rights (Kepe et al, 2005; Holden 2007). In June 1995, this group of Khomani San lodged a land claim under the Restitution of Land Rights Act of 1994.  Roger Chennels assisted them in lodging their claim for 400,000 hectares of land within the park, as well as for land adjoining the park.  However, their land claim covered also a large portion of the area that was under jurisdiction of the Mier Transitional Local Council (TLC) the representive body of the Mier community who had also been dispossessed under the Apartheid regime as well and where the former neighbours of the Khomani San. This caused tensions between the communities, resulting in the Mier community lodging a counter-claim which overlapped with this of the San community. Kepe et al. (2005) highlight how the many published discourses on aboriginality and the internal campaign for indigenous rights gave the Khomani San a high political profile. 

Finally, four years later a, what was perceived a successful settlement, was reached. The SANParks agreed to give the land title to the communities, however under the proviso that the land use in the area remain unaltered (Cock & Fig, 2000). Consequently, the Mier and the Khomani San were together awarded 50,000 hectares in the southern section of the KGNP, which was limited to conservation use only. The Communal Property Association (CPA) of the Khomani San, the legal entity representing the Khomani San claimants was also granted the rights to six farms covering about 36,000 hectares adjacent to the park ; the Mier community received four farms. Additionally, both received cash compensation to buy additional grazing land as a compensation for the lost game (Kepe et al, 2005; Holden, 2007; Huizenga, 2014). In 2002, a final settlement was reached which outlined the exact roles, authority and obligations of the different parties. The land ownership in the contractual park, named !Ae Kalahari Contract Park, and the rights are divided as follows: 

The ‘Heritage lands’ belonging to the Khomani San and Mier are jointly managed as a contract park to be managed as conservation area with the SANParks;
The Commercial Zone belongs to the SANParks, but with Khomani San having access for commercial joint venture use (e.g. eco-tourism) with the SANParks;
The Symbolic and Cultural Zone belongs also to the SANParks, but also here the Khomani San have access for uses like visiting culturally and symbolically important sites, educational purposes or for the traditional gathering of food and medical plants 
(Thondhlana & Muchapondwa, 2014)

[image: ]
Figure 4 Location Kglagadi Transfrontier Park and Resettlement farms 
Source: Thondhlana & Muchapondwa, 2014 


So at first sight, the restitution case appeared to be resolved with the integration of the objectives of biodiversity protection, the provisioning in human needs, while addressing the injustices of the past. However, in the years following the settlement, many issues were found to be unsettled and in the process other issues resurfaced. Different authors have pointed to different kind of issues. Most reports point to the violence, alcohol abuse, AIDS, homicide, suicide, conflicts and social fragmentation as the result of unemployment, poverty, and general frustration with the process (Robins, 2001; Robins et al. 2001).  Also  the poor public services, like poor water supplies and no electricity, the limited education or job opportunities are brought to the fore ( Reid et al. 2004). Also the report of the IUCN (2008) pointed to these problems as states that the case has shown very modest livelihoods impact. They due this largely to institutional problems in developing land management practices. However, I argue that there is a micro-political dimension in it, which needs to be focused on. Since the problems are symptomatic of the dynamics of the actual CBNRM process.  I will now turn to the especially dynamics within and between the different communities in the CBNRM context. 

One Park, Multiple Visions: A Micro-Political Lens

All the national parks in South Africa, currently 19 parks, are administered by the governing body of the SANParks. The South African national parks legislation provides for the establishment of contractual national parks. Consequently, the SANParks has entered into multiple contractual national parks arrangement with different land owners, c.q. communities, who own land in conservation areas resulting in unique institutional arrangements. The !Ae Kalahari Contract Park as a whole is,  according to the ‘official’ rhetoric adopted by the SANParks, ‘co-managed’ with the communities through the establishment of a Joint Management Board (JMB). The JBM is this case is compromised out of SANParks officials, as well as representatives of the communities of the Mier and the ‡Khomani San. Decisions are made based ‘on consensus’. Those communities have both their representative bodies in the form of the ‘Communal Property Association’ (‡Khomani San) and the Local Council (Mier). Even though, the claim was lauded a ‘successful settlement’, the reality ‘on the ground’ was and continues to be somewhat different (Grossman & Holden, 2006). Nowadays, the situation in the Kalahari is characterised by a vastly complex dynamics, both within the community, as well as between communities and as well with SANParks officials and the state. Figure 5 Simplified representation of the !Ae Kalahari Contract Parks’ hierarchical  institutional structure 


Before I will analyse these local processes accompanying the CBRNM programme in the Kalahari, it is important to mention that the despite the fact that a whole bunch of literature has been written about this case, the amount of literature which provides insight in the actual local processes and interactions ‘on the ground’, i.e. the processes underpinning the conflicts is very scarce. So my  based on the scarce, but value resources available, I will use a micro-political point of view in order to bring to the surface the processes, forces, power dynamics and interactions which are turning the CBNRM realm into a ‘conflict zone’. The communities of the Mier and ‡Khomani San have not only strongly opposing visions with regard to the future of the park, the community of the ‡Khomani San is itself also socially fragmented and internally divided resulting in deeply entrenched conflicts. 
Inter-Community Conflicts

Before their forced evictions, the Mier community was largely a community of farmers, and they continued this practice following their displacement to the Bantustan. With the forced removals of the ‡Khomani San, their livelihoods as nomadic hunter-and gathers became impossible, several ‡Khomani San were seeking a refugee by the neighbouring Mier, where they were employed as farm workers. This has made the relationship between the ‡Khomani San and Mier communities extremely complex.  Through the land restitution process in the 1990s the lives and livelihoods of the Khomani San and Mier became directly and indirectly linked. However, both communities, as part-owners of the park, had strongly contrasting visions on how the land inside the parks should be deployed for the welfare of both communities.  In the initial phase of implementation, the Khomani San envisioned the land to be used in terms of heritage conservation and the preservation of their culture through activities that are linked to the transmission of their culture to the younger generation, while the Mier desired nothing else than explicit job creation and economic activities that would support the development of their community. Whereas the Khomani San expressed their interest in directly consuming the natural resources and the establishment of a non-residential cultural village of touristic purposes within ‘their’ area, the Mier community directly depended on livestock grazing and  built up a small clientele of regular hunters visiting their camps (Kepe et al, 2005). In a context where poverty and unemployment are endemic such decisions put the matter under additional pressure. Even though, unfortunately, the literature does not provide further information on how the relationships between those communities have evolved, what the outcomes were and how the process proceeded; it highlights, as I have argued in my theoretical exploration, that CBNRM is highly political in nature and that CBNRM is in practice an on-going negotiation process between different actors holding multiple interests; using their respective powers in a persistently dynamical process. However, as Grossman & Holden (2006) observe, the situation with respect to the Mier community is much simpler, since the community is more cohesive and institutional functional with the local council having a greater capacity, more experience and they are less reliant on the outcomes of what happens in the park, since they run a relatively lucrative hunting and tourism operation on their land bordering the park. Additionally there are also a number of successful small stock farms and entrepreneurs within the community. Whereas the Mier community is a quite stable ‘partner’ within the JMB, the situation of the   Khomani San is much more pressing with the tensions within the community and the lack of progress on many issues has been exacerbated since the land restitution settlement. 

Intra-Community Division 

It is especially in this realm of the ‘intra-community’ relations that the additional value of a micro-political approach towards CBNRM can be illustrated. It highlights how a community was ‘composed’ out of different individuals which came from extremely different backgrounds. Even though, the creation of the a coherent community stereotypical image was necessary in order to see their land claim being settled, stressing the need for strategic essentialism here; this ‘charade’ took its toll in the post-settlement process; resulting in deep social fragmentation and internal conflicts in a context of extreme poverty where individuals struggle to find viable livelihood opportunities but the possibilities and opportunities to do so are very minimal. 

It is on 22 March 1999 that the, at that time approximately 300, ‡Khomani San adults were brought together for the first time as a community. According to Cock and Fig (2000) the signing ceremony gave them a sense of common identity for the first time after many decades, reigniting the ‡Khomani San culture and a sense of community. On the day itself, Thabo Mbeki, the Deputy President, hold an optimistic speech fitting the sentiment of that day: 

‘We shall mend the broken strings of the distant past so that our dreams can take root. For the stories of the Khoe and the San have told us that this dream is too big for one person to hold. It is a dream that must be dreamed collectively, by all the people. It is by that acting together, by that dreaming together, by mending the broken strings that tore us apart in the past, that we shall produce a better life for you who have been the worst victims of oppression. (Robins 200 in Zips & Zips-Mairitisch, 2007)


However, soon after land restitution settlement serious conflicts surfaced in the resettlement areas, Witdraai and Welkom, near the park. The conflicts in those areas became exacerbated by alcohol abuse and violence, both of which had become commonplace in the course of time, and Robins et al. (2001) expects that the conflicts and problems become more severe when the promised infrastructural developments (education, health care, provisioning of water and electricity, etc.) have to wait even longer.  

However, the conflicts did not only grow out of a frustration with the lack of implementation of the promises made by the government and the SANParks, but also resulted, directly or indirectly, of what Spivak (1987 in Huizenga, 2014) has coined ‘strategic essentialism’ , which means the ‘active articulation of a cohesive image of community in order to gain political clout’. As I have argued, the notion of a ‘community’ is politically and strategically charged in CBNRM. However, in policy-processes CBNRM is often dealt with as if it is a neutral management tool, which thrives on the idea that a coherent community with a clear identity can manage their natural resources in an efficient and equitable manner. This ‘image’ was actively constructed among the Khomani San peoples themselves, as well as by the NGO SASI and the donors, in order to undertow their land restitution case. However, a micro-political approach discloses the political reality on the ground, which is one marked by complexity, animosity and resentment in a context of severe poverty and massive unemployment. The fact that the Khomani San peoples had been socially and geographically dispersed for decades and come from extremely different backgrounds makes it virtually impossible to forge a cohesive collective identity, which has contributed to the emergence of internal divisions and factions creating intra-community conflicts (Robins et al., 2001). This was also acknowledged by their laywer Chennels, who stated soon after the settlement that:
[..] Probably the most major challenge is trying to make the myth that we’ve created in order to win the land claim now become a reality. It is the myth that there is a community of  Khomani San. At the moment there is no such thing. It’s a group of relations who are in the Northern Cape diaspora […] ’
Roger Chennels in Zips&Zips-Mairitisch, 2007)


In order to substantiate the claim more and more people were ‘let on the bus’ to commit more financial resources to the claim and more ‘San’ people could benefit from the claim (Huizenga, 2014). However, soon after the settlement of the land claim, the first ‘cracks’ started to appear in the uniformity of the community, ‘who appeared in the media as a highly cohesive and consensual community with a common cultural heritage and continuity’, but in the post-settlement phase social fragmentation and intra-communal conflicts became increasingly evident (Robins, 2001, p.833-834). The situation has become even more pressing with more Khomani San ‘members’ coming to the Kalahari following the land settlement. Whereas the original claimant community consisted of 300 adults, their numbers increased to close to 1,000 members at the turn of the new millennium and numbers will rise if it remains unclear what characteristics define a ‘‡Khomani San’ , since the community has become highly fragmented and socially differentiated following their forced exclusion (Robins, 2001). 
Resulting therefrom, the most remarkable conflict, referred to as the ‘Great Divide’, is between the so-called traditionally-minded ‡Khomani San led by Dawid Kruiper, and the more ‘modernized’ or ‘westernised’ San peoples under the leadership of the former CPA chairperson Petrus Vaalbooi at the new settlement area. The traditionalist want the land to be used for traditional purposes like hunting and the gathering of plants, while the more modernist what the land for livestock and housing. This dive drew on notions of cultural authenticity (genealogies, language, ‘bush knowledge, clothing, etc.) Robins (2001) argues that this schism was also a product of the contradictory agenda’s, ‘the double vision’, pursued by NGOs and donors who provided support for traditional leadership, the San language and their ‘cultural survival’, but instilled modern-western ideas and democratic practices. For the San peoples, this dichotomy defines who gets access to what resources, when and how (Interview Thondhlana in Ascombe, 2011). This is the crux of the matter. In a context of severe poverty and limited livelihood opportunities the ongoing micro-political struggles are mainly driven by livelihood needs. As highlighted by Robins (2001) it is still unclear what rules of inclusion and exclusion will be used to define membership of the community and resulting therefrom who gets access to the limited availability of resources of the  ‡Khomani San; and who not. For the hyper-marginalized San living in a province marked by poverty and massive unemployment, questions as such are crucial for the future of many individuals living in the Kalahari who try to escape the hardships of the poverty trap. So whereas, the term community may be discursively powerful; it proved in practical terms to be very weak foundation in CBNRM programmes given the internal differences, frictions and interactions. Robins (2001, p. 846) also expresses his concern with how development discourses produce homogeneous ‘target populations’, as is in this case, the ‘the closer one gets to the ground the more unstable, messy and differentiated this category begins to appear’.  The lack of progress and the degeneration of the situation since the land settlements have severely exacerbated the conflicts (Grossman & Holden, 2006). 

As I have discussed in my theoretical explorations, Agrawal and Gibson (1999) propose in this regard to focus on ‘institutions’ rather than ‘communities’ in order to capture the ‘rules’ that structure the interactions between different actors holding multiple interest. They argue that institutions could be best understood as a kind of provisional agreements on how to accomplish certain tasks. However, as I have argued, and what comes to the surface in this case, that it is especially about the chaotic and ‘unstructured’ wrangling between different actors within communities, as well as with other stakeholders involved which are undermining those structures. Even though thinking in institutions brings to the fore the political nature of CBNRM, it does not contribute to an understanding of the roots of those conflicts. The specifics of the conflicts in this CBNRM case can only be understood by taking into account the micro-politics in which those conflicts arise and how those conflicts work through to the institutional level.  

On the institutional level, there is the JMB in which the Khomani San is represented together with some SANParks officials, as well as the Mier community. Even though, the literature does not provide insight in the interactions and dynamics within this institution, it does become apparent from Grossmann and Holden’s (2006) work that the Khomani San is a weak player and lacks the capacity and experience to effectuate real change within CBNRM. Support from Land Affairs has been slow and the corruption within the CPA and the disputes about membership has undermined their capacity in the JMB even further. Grossman & Holden (2006) note that the SAN are not really engaging in the discussions since they feel that they are ‘premature’ and lack the power to do so. As I have highlighted earlier, CBRNM is about major institutional reforms and fundamental changes in power (Roe et al. 2010). However, there is a lack of incentive to devolve power to the community of the Khomani San by the SANParks management. Even though, decision-making in the JMB is by consensus, the power dynamics is very unequal. The Mier community does not really have stakes in the decisions made by the board, since they are able to set up viable livelihoods in the areas outside the park and the SANParks main concern is biodiversity conservation. This appears also from the fact the communities were not involved in the negotiations with Botswana about the establishment the first transnational park, Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park in 2002, which merged KGNP (South Africa) with the Gemsbok National Park (Botswana) into one transboundary parl. Consequently, the San and Mier communities became official part-owners of the park, but were excluded from the management of the park since their sections were regarded as lying geographically outside the transnational resource management area (Zips & Zips-Mairtisch, 2007).  This has more recently raised new issues and challenges. 

So, at first sight the restitution case appeared to be resolved; following the actual settlement many issues arose resulting in unanticipated tensions and conflicts. Most importantly, the case of the ‡Khomani San shows that the diverse complex interactions and everyday dynamics on multiple levels steer CBNRM processes in significant and unintended ways. However, most of the literature does not break through the ‘iron walls’ of the formal rhetoric and the visible processes in the form of ceremonies and statements. However, in order to understand the processes which are driving the gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and its actual outcomes one have to further than these formal and visible processes. Therefore, as I aimed to illustrate with the case of the ‡Khomani San, a micro-political approach is crucial in the process of bridging the gap between CBNRM theoretical aspirations and its practical outcomes. 
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Conclusion
Towards the close of the twentieth century CBNRM rose as the desirable answer in a time where the goals of biodiversity protection and human needs were increasingly at odds. Especially in the context of the radical political and social transitions occurring in the South African hemisphere, the promises of an approach that seeks to integrate the seemingly contradictory goals of biodiversity conservation, the provisioning in human needs, while at the same time addressing the injustices of the past; proved to be a welcome one. Many projects based on the compelling and convincing rhetoric sprung up throughout the Southern African continent.  Whereas the initial sounds appeared promising and gave impetus to the paradigm worldwide; more recently, CBNRM practitioners and researchers are pointing to some serious deficiencies accompanying CBNRM programmes and resulting in renewed conflicts between different parts. In this thesis I aimed to get insight in what kind of processes are driving this gap between CBNRM’s theoretical aspirations and the actual outcomes on the ground and the conflicts arising therefrom. So the central question guiding my research was ‘how does land restitution through CBNRM affects community conflicts?’ 
An important, central point is made by Dressler et al. (2010, p.6) who has stated that: ‘’for all the idealism inherent in CBNRM, it is never actually ideal in practice’. As I have shown in my theoretical exploration CBNRM’s satisfactory and convincing rhetoric, suggesting that there is ‘something in it for everybody’ has proselytized many. I built on Roe et al. (2010) notion of CBNRM has a spectrum which reflects a wide range of understandings, collective governance arrangements and practices; which makes that all kind of agenda’s can be absorbed under the CBNRM rhetoric. I introduced by notion of a ‘wolf in sheep’s clothing’ in order to illustrate how CBNRM is presented and accepted by different stakeholders as a neutral management tool holding the promises to generate benefits for local communities, while at the same time addressing the injustices of the past; however, in practice, this compelling rhetoric is masking its vastly and inherently political nature, which is so crucial for the course and outcomes of CBNRM processes. Whereas Agrawal and Gibson (1999) proposed to think in ‘institutions’ rather than ‘communities’ in order to highlight this political nature; I have refined their argument by explicitly stating that especially a micro-political approach is important in order to understand the various forces, the dynamics and interactions which so profoundly affect the course and outcomes of CBNRM. It is especially in the realm of the every social interactions and processes, as being embedded in the broader context, which are important to understand the gap between CBNRM theoretical aspirations and the actual outcomes; and the conflicts arising therefrom. This becomes also apparent from the case of the ‡Khomani San. For the hyper marginalized and impoverished ‡Khomani San; the land restitution processes and the adoption of the CBNRM rhetoric by the SANParks meant the ‘light at the end of tunnel’. After decades of dispossession and deprivation under the racial discriminatory practices of the apartheid regime, the land restitution settlement gave impetus to the hope for a better livelihood and a better future.  However, soon after the settlement it appeared that the change in language by the SANParks and the new government was not matched by fundamental institutional reforms and implementation on the ground. One of general problems reported with CBNRM programs is the lack of monitoring in order to make sure fundamental changes in power are accomplished. Despite the promises made, the support has become slow in coming and the community itself lacks the capacity and resources to have their say in the JMB. So, the lack of services which were promised by the government and the SANParks following the settlement in a context of poverty where the expectation of CBNRM were high, has made that the programme into a conflict zone. The ‡Khomani San has, I have showed, deployed the traditionist-western/modernist dichotomy as a means to get access to the limited resources of the ‡Khomani San available. For them it will determine who gets access to what resources, when and how. Thus, a micro-political approach brings into focus the internal strives and the struggles for livelihoods deriving from this gap and the role of more powerful actors in this.  Without a micro-political approach, my analysis would be limited to the formal, discursive processes and practices without revealing the shaping processes behind the predominating narratives and formalities which is so pivotal within CBNRM. 

As I have argued, micro-politics is a yet underexplored field in the context of community-based conservation. This is also what I encountered in the initial phase of my literature study, when I intended to do my literature study on the Makuleke, living adjacent to Kruger National Park. The experiences of the Makuleke are somehow comparable to the experiences of the ‡Khomani San of the Kalahari. Just like the San peoples, the Makuleke were forcibly removed in order to facilitate the establishment and extension of KNP. This also resulted in the marginalization and impoverishment of the community who continued to live in small settlements in the Nthlavani area adjacent to KNP. Also here, being fenced off the rich resources they once enjoyed, the lack of infrastructural services, the lack of adequate compensations for the losses incurred, and the break-up of tribal structure and the local institutions had a detrimental effect on the welfare of the community as a whole:

‘For the 3000-strong Makuleke clan, removals were accompanied by the denial of a hitherto, a self-sufficient lifestyle, a break-up of families, increased malnutrition, the substantial loss of infrastructure and livestock, and an increase in tribal conflict. A sole compensation, people were given land a quarter of the area they had previously occupied, in a barren area on the western border of the Park. Here they were relocated with two tents per family.’ (Kepe et al, 2005).

Following the conclusion of the apartheid regime they also lodged a land claim. The Makuleke land restitution process didn’t go without a shrug; to reconcile the objectives of biodiversity conservation and land restitution to deprived communities in the post-apartheid context threatened to be an ongoing and endless conflict. Following the settlement it was clear from the data that tensions and conflicts continued between multiple actors. However, none of the articles I deployed gave insight in the micro-political dimension of it, i.e. the local processes, everyday interaction, etc. accompanying the CBNRM programme hindering my search for the processes that are driving the gap between CBNRM theoretical aspirations and it’s practical outcomes, which are at the basis of community conflicts.  Without a micro-political approach one can never get insights in the ‘various forces, movements and dynamics which can turn it into something quite different from what its architects imagined’ (Dressler et al, 2010, p.6).

Another noteworthy point I found striking is how the post-apartheid institutions try to reduce racism and address the apartheid injustices in order to unite the society, actually enlarge  in practice the ethnical-racial issues in South Africa. This comes also to the fore in the case of the ‡Khomani San; where following the land restitution process classifications of ‘race’, ‘indigeneity’, ‘ethnicity’  were deployed in order to get access to viable livelihood opportunities. This would be an interesting point for further research. 
Another departure point for further research could be how the creation of transboundary parks, like the KTP raise new issues for the ‡Khomani San. It was adopted as a new ‘ vision for the protection of wildlife and biodiversity, and a political healing of the ‘scars of colonial history’, i.e. the national borders dissecting Africa according to European design’ (Zips&Zips-Mairitisch, p.37). This has more recently raised renewed concerns about the implications this will have on the communities living in the transboundary park.
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BOX 9.1 IUCN Protected Area Management Categories. Source: IUCN 1994.
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CPR institutions

1. Clearly defined boundaries
Individuals or houscholds who have rights to withdraw resoure units from the
CPR must be clearly defined, as must the boundarics of the CPR itself.

2. Congruence between appropriation and provision rules and local condicions
Appropriation rules restricting time, place, technology, and/or quantity of
resource units are related to local conditions and to pre n rules requiring.
Iabor, material, and/or moncy.

3. Collective-choice arrangements
Most individuals affected by the operational rules can participate in modifying
the operational rules.

4. Monitoring
Monitors, who actively audit CPR conditions and appropriator behavior, are
accountable to the appropriators or are the appropriators.

5. Graduated sanctions.

Appropriators who violate operational rules are likely o be assessed graduated
sanctions (depending on the seriousness and context of the offense) by other
appropriators, by officials accountable to these appropriators, or by both.

6. Conflict-resolution mechanisms.
Appropriators and their officials have rapid access to low-cost local arenas to
resolve conflicts among appropriators o between appropriators and officials.

7. Minimal recognition of rights to organize
‘The rights of appropriators to devisc their own institutions are ot challenged
by external governmental authorities.

For CPRs that are parts of larger systems:
8. Nested enterprises
Appropriation, provision, monitoring, enforcement, conflct resolution, and
‘governance activities are organized in multiple layers of nested enterpriscs.
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